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PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeals fromthe district court's order denying his
notion under 42 U.S. C. 8§ 1983 (1988) and for a tenporary restrain-
i ng order, prelimnary and permanent injunction. Appellant sought
to prevent the inplenentation of a prison regulation governing
cont r aband.

To the extent that Appel |l ant appeal s t he deni al of a tenporary
restrai ning order, we dism ss the appeal for lack of jurisdiction
because the order i s not appeal abl e. This court nmay exercise juris-
diction only over final orders, 28 U S.C. §8 1291 (1988), and cer-
tain interlocutory and collateral orders, 28 U.S.C. § 1292 (1988);
Fed. R Cv. P. 54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337

U S. 541 (1949). The order here appealed is neither a final order
nor an appeal able interlocutory or collateral order.

To the extent that Appel |l ant appeal s t he denial of injunctive
relief, we have reviewed the record and the district court's opin-

ion and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the

reasoning of the district court. Bradley v. Angel one, No. CA-96-
134-2 (E.D. Va. Apr. 15, 1996). We deny Appellant's notionin this
court seeking atenporary restraining order and prelimnary i njunc-
tion. We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED I N PART; DI SM SSED | N PART




